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Claim 30 appears to be rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) prior to the 
amendment by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)) in view of Umemoto et al. 
5,636,323. 

Claims 2, 3, 4-7, 10, 11 and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being dearly anticipated by Agrawal et al. 4,268,727 (Agrawal). 

Claims 8-17, 28 and 32-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Umemoto considered with the publication to Kuo et al. "Active 
Control Systems" pp 35-36 (Kuo). 

Claims 1-17, 40, 41 and 43-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tanno, JA 0170298 (Tanno) considered with Davidson 4,025.724 

(Davidson) and Kuo. 

Claims 18, 42 and 48-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tanno. Davidson, Kuo combination further considered with either of 
Agrawal, Umemoto or alternatively either of Agrawal or Umemoto considered with 
Davidson. 

With respect to claims 19 and 30, if they are not rejected as set forth above, 
applicant would ^preciate clarification to that effect. 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the above rejections for die 
reasons set forth in applicant's previous response and AppUcant's declaration of 
October 3, 2001 which are incorporated herein by reference, in further view 
Applicant's declaration filed herewith and explanations as found herein. 

DIFFERING FIELDS OF ART 

Applicant first notes that the present invention pertains to entirely different 
fields of art than those of the cited references, a field of art which utilizes specific terms 
of art which are found in the specification and claims and which give meaning to the 
scope of the claims. It is beUeved diat a person of ordinary skill, at the time of the 
invention, would not look to the fields of the cited prior art to achieve the clauned 
invention, nor would the person of ordinary skUl interpret the claim language, and in 
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particular the terms of art and terms having specialized meaning as being met by 
elements of the cited art. These differences are discussed in more detaU below. 

The examiner has not provided any support or reasoning which would cause the 
person of ordinary skill in the industry to which the present invention pertains (as set 
forth for example in the Field of the Invention "... audib ly communicating with 
remotely located actors and reporters in radio and television systems") to look to the 
presently cited prior art which pertains to different fields of art (for example point to 
point communications such as the telephone system of Agrawal and the mobtte 
telephone system of Umemoto), to achieve the claimed mvention. 

The claimed invention provides a mix minus signal as specifically claimed in 
each claim. Mix minus signal is a term having particular meanmg in the field of art to 
which the invention pertains and which is specified in the disclosure. The person of 
ordinary skiU m the art would know "mix minus signal" to be the approximation of the 
program signal without the talent signal where program signal program signal would be 
known to the person of ordinary skill to pertain to a mixture of electronic signals 
including the talent signal which is recorded or broadcast pn)ductions of television and 

radio like programs. See Cooper Declaration paragraph 14. In the Umemoto and 

Agrawal mventions the purpose is to reduce unwanted echoes in point to point 
communications between two people. There is no need to remove a talent signal or 
other desired signal from a broadcast or recorded program signal for such use. The 
purpose and intent of the two arts are inconsistent and appUcant finds no suggestion in 
the references at hand to apply them to the field of die present invention. 

Applicant notes the claims have been aUowed over much more pertinent prior 
art, Kirby et al, GB 2269968 which is used in the same field of art and is intended to be 
used in the same appUcation as applicant's invention (but achieves a different result in a 
different way with a different structure). In this respect the present references are 
much less pertinent that Kirby. 


EXAMINER'S QUESTIONS 
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With respect to the examiner's questions of section 12 of the office action 
starting at the bottom of page 13, applicant makes the following responses. 

The examiner questions appUcant's statement as to what claim 1 "could" cover. 
Applicant misstated the point and actually should have stated that the claim does cover 
the embodiments. Applicant apologizes for any confusion this misstatement has caused. 

In respect to the question as to "the feedback signal of the claims is not the same 
feedback signal which is addressed by the Umemoto invention" this matter is discussed 
in more detaU below and in the attached declaration. 

With regard to appUcant's previous response and the comments on page 4, line 
14 to page 6 line 11, appUcant beUeves that the claimed elements, and in particular the 
meaning of the claim tenn mix minus signal and its relation to program material, when 
properly interpreted as explained in detaU below, distinguish over the prior art.. 

Applicant's previous comments on page 6, line 18 to page 7 line 2 are similarly 

explained in detail below. 

Applicant's previous comments relative to correlation and Kuo at page 7 lines 3- 
19 are maintained and reconsideration is respectfully requested. The claims specifically 
recite combinations of elements operating in specific cooperation to achieve specific 
results as explained in more detail below. The mere presence of prior art which 
describes one element of a claim, such as Kuo's description of one particular example 
of correlation, does not provide any suggestion to incorporate that element in the 
invention as claimed. Without a specific suggestion to the person of ordinary skiU to 
look to the reference, and without a specific suggestion withm that reference to be 
utilized with the claimed invention, the reference is improper. 

At page 7. line 20 to page 8 line 7 appHcant commented that claim 1 calls for "a 
delayed feedback signal" whereas the examiner has stated that claim 1 claims the 
feedback signal which is not delayed. AppUcant calls the examiner's attention to the 
amendment of December 11, 2000. 

Applicant's prior comments at page 8 Ime 8 to page 9 line 10 and page 9 lines 
11 to 13 are explained more fuUy herein. 
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112 REJECTIONS 

With respect to the 112 rejections, applicant again points out that the language 
of aaims 1 and 4-9 and 19 concerning manual and automatic adjustment of delay is not 
hu^onsistent. m invention may very well be configured in an embodiment which uses 
both manual and automatic adjustment. For exan^le the invention may be practiced 
with automatic adjustment to track changes of delay and/or gain occurring in the 
feedback signal, as well as manual adjustment to provide a small amount of talent's 
voice m the mix minus signal O-e. less than full canceUation) as described at the bottom 
paragraph of page 13 and the middle paragraph of page 20. This feamre of the 
invention is specifically recited iu die middle paragraph of page 12 ^[a] finder feamre 
of the mvention aUows for adjusting ihe level of compensation according to the amom>t 
of delay and/or the talent's preferences." Accordingly there is nothing inconsistent with 
the recitation of human operator adjustment of gain or delay in claim 1 and automatic 
adjusmient of gain and/or delay in the dependent clauns. Refer to Cooper declaration 
paragraphs 16-19 

102 AND 103 REJECTIONS 

AppUcant's claims utilize terms which are terms of art having particular 
meaning to persons of ordinary skill in the art and are accordingly defined in 
appUcant'sspecification. Terms of art which would be known to the person of ordmary 

SkiU as of thefdingdateof the application include -director", "program" or "program 
signal^ "program audio" and "mterrupted feed back" and its abbreviation "IFB". See 
Cooper Declaration paragr^hs 6-9. AdditionaUy applicant, choosing to be his own 
lexicographer, has specifically defined other terms in the specification. These terms 
include: "feedback signal", "talent", "talent signal", "mix minus" and "mix mmus 
signal" and "cancellation signal" . See Cooper Declaration paragraphs 10-15. The 
claims at issue utilize one or more of diese terms of art or speciaUy defined tenns . 

With respect to the rejections over Umemoto, a person of ordinary skill in the 
art would not apply the cited prior art to the claims as has been done in the rejections of 
the last office action. 
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Specifically the claim term "talent signal" wouMngLbe^deredby apersc« 
of ordinary skill to be the signal RS of Umemoto. V^^Mg^^ used in the 
claims is a signal mixed with other electronic signals to make a program signal or 


feedback signal. See Cooper Declaration paragraphs 12 and 13. The examiner refers xo 
Unemoto's EC as the feedback signal, but RS is not mixed with other signals to provide 
EC, thus whUe RS may come from a human voice. RSd oes not fall within the meaning 
of. Ind thus can not be the "talent signal" of the ck hns^See Cooper Declaration 
paragraphs 20-22. The examiner does not identify any program signal in Unemoto. 

The clahn term "feedback signal" would not be considered by a person of 
ordinary skill to be the acoustic feedback signal EC of Umemoto. The claimed 
"feedback signar is an electronic signal shnilar to the program or IFB signal. See 
Cooper Declaration paragraphs 10 and 11. Umemoto's EC is an acoustic signal, not an 
electronic signal. EC is also not a mixture of electronic signals mcludmg the talent 
signal (which the examiner equates to RS) and it is not recorded or broadcast (program 
signal), see Cooper Declaration paragr^h 7. EC is also not an audio signal taken from 
the program audio and includmg comments from the director (IFB). See Cooper 
Declaration paragraph 9 . EC is merely the acoustic version of RSS which m mm is 
merely the volume adjusted (36) and limited (35) version of RS which the examiner 
equates to the talent signal. See Cooper Declaration paragraphs 20-22. 

The clami term "mix minus" would not be considered by a person of ordinary 
skill to be equivalent to Umemoto's ESS signal. The mix minus signal of the claims is 
the approximation of the program signal without the talent signal . See Cooper 

Declaration paragraph 14. Umemoto's ESS signal is a filtered (by 31) version of the 
RSS signal which m mm is a Iknited and gam adjusted version of the RS signal. See 
Cooper Declaration paragraph 23 . The exammer has equated the signal RS to the talent 
signal, thus if RS is considered to be the talent signal. ESS would be a filtered version 
of the gain adjusted and hmited talent signal. Stated another way. ESS would be a 
version of the talent signal, not the claimed mix mmus signal which is an approximation 
of the program signal without the talent signal. 
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For each of the claim Bims which the exatiuner has likened to a claim elemem, 
ie ,alemsignaltoRS,feedbad.aig.altoECandmixmi«msii!BalU=ESS.seri<« 

substantial differences exist betwe«. the claim elemeot aM the e«mi«r'» pnor art 
sig^d. The person of ordinary skill would know such difference, to prevent such 
c^^dence a«l accordingly the person of ordtaary skill would not view Umemoto 
as anticipating or obviating the rejected elate. eith« alone or ta combin«lon widi the 

other art as cited. 

With respect to the rejection over Tamo, considered v^ith Davidson and Kuo. 
Tanno is a feedback (howling) cancellation device. AppUcant fmds no suggestion in 
Tanno that wonld lead one of ordinary skill in the art to consider Tanno for use in the 

field of art of the present invention. Tanno does not appear to show or suggest any 
program signal (a mixture of electronic signals including the talent signal) and thus no 
mix mmus signal (the approximation of the program signal without the talent signal) or 
feedback signal (program or IFB like signal fed back to the talent). See Cooper 
Declaration paragraphs 7-14. 

The examiner points to the talent as the person speaking into the mic Ml and the 
feedback signal as the signal entering M2 which was broadcast by SI. The claimed 
feedback signal is an electronic signal, whereas the signal entering M2 is an acoustic 
signal. If the feedback signal is considered to be the electronic signal out of M2, it is 
not delayed as called for in the rejected claims, since the delay pomted to by the 
examiner takes place with respect to the acoustic signal from SI to M2. 

The examiner points to T2 as a combming circuit, however Tanno describes T2 
as an "attenuating circuit" . One of ordmaiy skill in the art would know the attenuatmg 
circuit would operate to adjust the level of the signal from M2. not to combine the 
signal from Dl with the signal from M2, See Cooper Declaration paragraphs 24 and 
25. 

Because there is no combination of the signal from Ml with the signal from M2. 
Tamio does not meet the language of any of the rejected claims. The combmation of 
Tamio and the other cited art does not cure or suggest curing this shortcoming. 
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The examiner states Tamo gives no guidance as to how the delays aie adjusted, 
however Tanno states «[t]he generation of howling is prevented by adjusting the delay 
lines Dl , D2 so as to apply two inputs to the attenuation circuits T2. Tl in opposite 
phase." See Cooper Declaration paragraph 26. Consequently there is a description of 
how the delays are adjusted and no suggestion or reason to look elsewhere, such as to 
Davidson, for delay information. AdditionaUy. Tanno has no need of a variable gain 
circuit, since it has similar attenuators Tl and T2 which account for the Al and GSl- 
M2 variable the examiner points to. Consequently there is no suggestion or need to 
look elsewhere to gain circuits. Similarly. Davidson has no suggestion to look to Tanno 
to adiieve the invention of tiie rejected claims. 

With respect to Kuo, applicant notes tiiat Kuo was apparcntiy the first edition 
which was published some time in 1996 whereas tiie present application receives 
priority ftom provisional application 60/013.545 fUed 03/14/96. AppUcant respectfully 
requests explanation of ttie effective date of Kuo if ft is available. 

With respect to the combination of Tanno, Davidson, and Kuo in further view 
of Agrawal or Umemoto, or alternatively Agrawal or Umemoto considered with 
Davidson, tiiese combinations faU for the reasons given above. 

In fliat tiie claims clearly distinguish over the art of record, applicant requests 
favorable action and timely issuance of notice of allowance. 

Re^ectfiilly Submitted, 



J. Carl Cooper 
Reg. 34,568 
(408) 871-1975 

I hereby certify that tiiis correspondence is being facsimile transmitted to tlie U.S. 
Patent and Trademark Office, Fax No. (703) 872-9314 on September 9, 2002. 



J. Carl Cooper 
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Applicant 
Appl. No. 
Filed 
Title 


J. Carl Cooper 

08/824,496 

03/14/1997 

Improved IFB System Apparatus and Method 


Grp./A.U. : 2644 

Examiner : Minsun Oh Harvey 

Docket No. : JCC-396A 

September 9, 2002 

DECLARATION UNDER 37 C.F.R, § 1.132 

1 . My name is J. Carl Cooper. I am the applicant and have appointed myself as 
agent in the above identified application. 

2 I am of sonnd mind, capable of making this Declaration, and personaUy 
acquainted with the facts stated in this Declaration which are true and correct. 

3 I earned a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical Engineering from Oklahoma 
State University in 1972 . As part of the curriculum leading to that degree I studied 
electronic circuitry of the type which is utilized in the present invention and which is 
utilized in the prior art over which various claims of the present appUcation stand 

rejected. , . 

4 I was working in Ae art to which the invention of the present application 

pertains as of and prior to the filing date of the application, and I am familiar with die 
level of ordinary skill therem as of that filing date. 

5 I have written and prosecuted the present application and the claims therein and 
l"am familiar with the meaning of the claims thereof to the person of ordinary skiU in 
the art as weU as the standards for patentability under 35 U.S.C. §102. §103 and §112. 

6 Prior to and as of the filing date of the present application, a person of ordmary 
skill in the art would know the term "director" as used in the present application to be a 
term of art referring to a person who directs productions of television and radio like 
programs as set forth in the Background of the Invention section of the present 
application. 
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7. Prior to and as of the filing date of the present application, a person of ordinary 
skiU in the art would know the term "program" or "program signal" as used in the 
present application to be a term of art referring "to a mixture of electronic signals 
including the talent signal which is recorded or broadcast" productions of television and 
radio like programs as set forth at die last three lines of page 6 of the present 
application. One of ordmaiy skill in the art would know "program signal" to be an 
electronic signal as used in the present application. 

8 Prior to and as of the filing date of the present application, a person of ordinary 
SkiU ui die art would know the term "program audio" as used in the present application 
to be a term of art referring to the audio portion of productions of television and radio 
like programs as set forth in the Background of the Invention section of the present 

application. 

9. Prior to and as of the filing date of the present application, a person of ordinary 
SkiU in the art would know the term "interrupted feed back" and its abbreviation "IFB" 
as used in the present appUcation to be terms of art referring to an electronic audio 
signal taken ftomthe program audio and including comments from die director as 
explained in the Description of Prior Art section of the present application. One of 
ordinary skUl in the art would know "IFB" to be an electronic signal as used in the 
present application 

10. A person of ordinary skiU in the art would know die term "feedback signal" as 
used in the present application and its claims to be "[t]he program or IFB signal or a 
signal similar to the program or IFB which is fed back to the talent" as defined starting 
at the last Bne of page 3 and continuing dirough die first 5 lines of page 4 of the present 
specification. One of ordinary skiU inthe art would know "feedback signal" to be an 
electit)nic signal as used in die present application. 

11. A person of ordmary skiU in die art would know die term "feedback signal" as 
used in die present application and its claims to be further described as "die program 
like or IFB like signal which is fed back to toe talent" as stated at lines 7 and 8 of die 
Description of die Preferred Embodiment on page 6 of the present specification 
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12 A person of ordinary sldU in the art would know the tem«td^^^^ asusedinthe 
present appUcation to "refer to the source of any electronic signal which is mixed with 
other electronic signals into a feedback electronic signal" as described at lines 9-11 (as 
amended) of the Description of the Preferred Embodiment on page 6 of the present 

specificadon. 

13 A person of ordinary skiU in the art would know the term "talent signal^ as used 
in the present application and claims to "refer to any electronic signal which is mixed 
with other electronic signals into a program electronic signal and if not Ae same Ae 
feedback signaF as described at Unes 11-14 (as amended) of the Description of die 
Preferred Embodiment on page 6 of the present specification, i.e. the signal to be 
nuxed with the program signal if it is the (same as the) feedback signal, or mixed with 
the feedback signal if the program signal and die feedback signal are different.. 

14. A person of ordinary skill in the art would know the terms "mixminus" and 
"mix minus signal" as used in the present application and its claims to be "the 
approximation of die program signal wifliout dxe talent signal" as described at die last 
line of page 6 and die first two lines of page 7 of the present application. Without refers 
to removal of die talent signal which may be less dian fuU (i.e. widi some residual 
talent signal) as described for example at die bottom paragraph of page 13 and die 
middle paragraph of page 20. 

15 A person of ordinary skill in die art would know die terms "cancellation signal- 
as used in die present appUcation and its claims to be "a signal (in delayed or undelayed 
form) which may be combined widi die program signal to provide die mix minus 
signal" as described at lines 2-4 of page 7of die present application, 

16. The invention described in die present application may be configured in an 
embodiment which uses bodi manual and automatic adjustinent of die gahi and/or delay 
of die talent signal. 

17. The specification teadies die mvention may be practiced widi automatic 
adjustment to track changes of delay and/or gain occurring in die feedback signal, as 
weU as manual adjustment to provide a smaU amount of talent's voice in die mix minus 
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sigml (i.e. toss tta. Ml ca^ellaticO as described « tooom paiagn^h of page 13 
and the middle paiagraph of iMge 20. 

18 One of oidimrysBU ill (he art wouWtaow the feature of ustagmmial 

of the level of coo-pettsation to provide a sn.aU atnonn. talent's voice in the 
nix tntaus sig^l and auton^dc adjnsttnent of the level of cotnpensadon is specifically 
recited it. the tniddle p«agraph of page 12 " [a] further featore of the itrventioi. aUows 
fcr adjustir* fl« level of con-pemation »:cording to d« amount of delay and/or the 
talent's preferences . " 

19 One of ordinaiy skill in Ihe art would know from the teachings in the 
specification to use both manual and automatic adjustment of the gain and/or delay of 
the talent signal in practicing embodiments of the invention having different feamres 
than that of paragraph 18. 

20. I have reviewed the prior art cited by the examiner throughout the prosecution 
of this application in detail. 

21. Umemoto '323 shows signal EC which is anacoustic (i.e. not electronic) signal 
which is merely an acoustic version of RSS. 

22. Umemoto '323 shows signal RSS which is a version of RS which is gain 
adjusted by 36 and Ihnited by 35. No electix)nic signals are combmed with RS to 
produce RSS. 

23 umemoto '323 shows signal ESS. Umemoto's ESS signal is a filtered (by 31) 
version of the RSS signal which in turn is a limited and gain adjusted version of RS 
signal. 

24 Tanno JA 0170298 shows a feedback (howling) suppression device with 
nucrophones Ml and M2, spealcers SI and S2. delays Dl and D2, ampMers Al and 
A2 and attenuation circuits Tl and T2. 

25 Tamio's attemiation circuits Tl and T2 operate to attenuate die signals coupled 
through Aem from microphones Ml and M2 respectively. One of ordinary skill intiie 
art would know ti)at die attemiation is responsive to tiie outputs of delays Dl and D2 
respectively, and would farther know tiiat there is no mixmg or combining of the 
outputs of die delays with the signals from die microphones. 


-4- 


< 408 871 1976 > at 9/9/02 4:16:40 PM pastern Daylight Time] 


408 871 1976 P. 13/13 

SEP-09-2002 13:28 


26 One of ordinary skUlin the art would know from reading Tanno that Tanno 
gives guidance as to how the delays Dl and D2 are to be adjusted to practice Tanno's 
invention. Tanno states « [t]he generation of howling is prevented by adjusting the delay 
lines Dl, D2 so as to apply two inputs to the attenuation circuits T2. Tl in opposite 
phase." 

I hereby declare that all statements made herein of my own knowledge are true, 
that aU information made on information and beUef are believed to be true, and that all 
opinions expressed are true in my professional opinion; and further that these 
statements are made with the knowledge that willful false statements and die like so 
made are punishable by fine and imprisomnent, or bofli, mider Section 1001 of Titie 18 
of the United States Code. 



J. Carl Cooper 
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